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[EDITOR’S NOTE: The following article 
was written by A.P. staff scientist Dr. 
Houts who holds a Ph.D. in Nuclear 
Engineering from MIT and serves as the 
Nuclear Research Manager for NASA’s 
Marshall Space Flight Center.] 
CIENTIFIC advances con- 
tinue to confirm the Bible in 
all areas where science can be 
applied. Advances in life science have 
shown that even the simplest life is 
vastly more complicated than any- 
thing humans have ever made, and 
believing life could somehow “make 
itself” is more absurd than believing 
a space shuttle could do the same 
(Miller, 2013). Research related to 
the human genome has uncovered 
the incredible complexity of DNA, 
and the idea that random mutations 
followed by natural selection could 
somehow turn a single cell into all 
of the different forms of life we see 
around us is being further discredited 
each day (Sanford, 2008). In these 
areas (and others) it is obvious that 
true science is the Christian’s friend, 
and the enemy of religions that 
use evolution as their foundation. 
Because true science continues to 
discredit the Theory of Evolution, 
atheists have been forced to focus 
discussion on topics where conclu- 
sions are drawn primarily based on 
the assumptions that are made, and 
not on actual science. If an unsus- 
pecting individual can be convinced 
to accept atheistic assumptions, they 
can then often be convinced that 
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atheism may be true or, at least, that 
portions of the Bible may be false. 


One example is the subject of “age.” 


When one examines the subject, it 
becomes clear that all dating meth- 
ods rely on assumptions that may 
or may not be correct. Because all 
dating methods ultimately rely on 
assumptions that cannot be empiri- 
cally proven, the battle is no longer 
a scientific one (where the atheist or 
agnostic would lose), but a battle to 
convince individuals (and society) to 
accept atheistic assumptions without 
question. Within groups already 
dedicated to finding an atheistic 
explanation for the Universe and 
everything in it, the atheist has the 
upper hand. 


ASSUMPTIONS RELATED 
TO CARBON DATING 


N excellent example of the 
importance of assumptions is 
Carbon-14 dating. In a nutshell, if 
a person assumes the Bible is false, 
Carbon-14 dating can be used to 


“show” the Bible is false. If a per- 


son assumes the Bible is true, then 
Carbon-14 dating is shown to be 
consistent with the biblical account. 

Mote specifically, an atheist will usu- 
ally assume that the Earth is billions of 
years old, and that uniformitarianism 
has generally prevailed. Although 
minor adjustments are allowed, an 
atheist would also typically assume 
that there have been no large scale 
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changes in the atmospheric ratio of 
Carbon-14 to carbon (“C/C; cur- 
rently about one part per trillion) 
for at least the past several hundred 
thousand years. 

From a Christian perspective, the 
Bible makes it clear that the Earth 
was created a few thousand years 
ago. In addition, a global flood 
occurred within the past 5,000 years. 
Uncertainties in the distribution 
and concentration of Carbon-14 at 
the end of Creation week, coupled 
with the potential for significant 
(two orders of magnitude) changes 
in Carbon-14 concentration caused 
by removal of carbon from the bio- 
sphere during the Flood, make it 
impossible to estimate Carbon-14 
concentrations in the atmosphere 
much before a few centuries after the 
Flood. Additional uncertainties are 
added due to changes in the Earth’s 
magnetic field, the Sun’s magnetic 
field, the cosmic ray flux reaching 
the Earth’s atmosphere, and other 
factors which can dramatically affect 
Carbon-14 production rates. 

To estimate the age of a carbon 
containing sample, the standard equa- 
tion C=C _(e™) is used, where C is 
the currently measured Carbon-14 
(*C) concentration; C, is the *C 
concentration at the time ofan organ- 
ism’s death (assumed); ¢ is the base 
of natural logarithms (2.71828); 
is 0.6931 divided by the half-life of 
4C; and ris time. Solving the equa- 
tion for time (given the current *C 
halflife of 5,730 years), one obtains 
t= In(C/C_)/-0.000121, where “t” is 
the time in years since the source of 
the carbon in the sample died. 

The importance of the assumptions 
that are used to date a specimen can 
be demonstrated as follows. Suppose 
a carbon containing sample is found 
with a Carbon-14 concentration 
2% that of today. Using the typical 
atheistic assumptions stated above, 
the age would be calculated as ¢ = 
In(0.02)/-.000121 = 32,330 years. 
However, if biblically consistent 


assumptions are made, a significantly 
different age would be estimated. 
For example, ifa reasonable assump- 
tion was made concerning potential 
effects of the Flood (for instance, 
that near the time of the Flood C, 
was 1/30" that of today), then the 
same measured data would yield an 
age of t = In(0.02/0.0333)/-.000121 
= 4,210 years. 


From the same measured “C/C 
ratio, one could either make atheistic 
assumptions and obtain a biblically 
inconsistent date, or make biblically 
consistent assumptions and obtain a 
biblically consistent date. The same 
measured data yields a non-biblical 
date (32,330 years) if the Bible is 
presupposed to be wrong (i.e., no 
Flood and no recent Creation) and 
a biblically consistent date (4,210 
years) if potential effects from even 
a single biblical event are taken into 
account. 


In addition to the Flood, there are 
numerous other factors that could 
affect C, in artifacts created near 
the time of the Flood. For example, 
the total energy in the Earth’s mag- 
netic field has been measured to be 
decreasing with time (Humphreys, 
1984). The Earth’s magnetic field 
shields the Earth from cosmic rays 
that form Carbon-14 in the Earth’s 
atmosphere. The stronger the magnetic 
field, the fewer cosmic rays enter the 
Earth’s atmosphere, and the lower 
the amount of Carbon-14 produced. 
The stronger magnetic field of the 
past could thus cause carbon-dated 
objects (using atheistic assumptions) 
to have a calculated age older than 
reality. It is also impossible to deter- 
mine how much (if any) Carbon-14 
was present in the original Creation, 
and if Carbon-14 was present, how 
it was initially distributed. 


From a biblical perspective, the Flood 
was the most recent physical event that 
would have had a significant effect 
on the ratio of “C/C. Consequently, 
the effect of assumptions on samples 
created more than a few centuries 


after the Flood are greatly reduced. 
Once the “C/C ratio had time to 
stabilize following the Flood, both 
biblical models and atheistic models 
would use the same assumption for 
the initial condition, i.e., that the 
4C/C ratio was about the same when 
the sample was formed as it is today. 


Biblical and secular written records 
generally agree, and when there are 
disagreements, an assumption is made 
as to which source to believe. For 
very old objects, some archeological 
dating methods (including pottery 
styles, burial layer, etc.) give bibli- 
cally inconsistent dates. However, 
most of these methods are ultimately 
calibrated to Carbon-14 dating. Ifthe 
Carbon-14 dates are wrong (due to 
incorrect assumptions applied to the 
initial '*C/C ratio), then the dating 
methods calibrated to those dates will 
also be wrong. Attempts have also 
been made to use tree ring patterns 
for calibration, but those are also 
influenced by assumptions, especially 
if the potential for sub-annual tree 
ring growth following the Flood is 
taken into account (Miller, 2014). 


ASSUMPTIONS RELATED TO OTHER 
RADIOMETRIC DATING METHODS 


SSUMPTIONS dominate other 

radiometric dating methods as 
well. For example, secular radiometric 
dating methods assume that radio- 
active decay rates have always been 
constant. In addition, assumptions 
are made about the initial concen- 
tration of all of the isotopes that 
are involved in the dating method, 
and assumptions are made about 
the addition or removal of isotopes 
throughout the life of the sample. If 
any of these assumptions is incorrect, 
significant errors can be introduced 
into the estimated age. 


Major anomalies associated with 
radiometric dating methods can 
be resolved by biblically consistent 
models. For example, Carbon-14 is 
found in diamonds and coal pur- 
ported to be hundreds of millions of 
years old. However, Carbon-14 has 
a half-life of 5,730 years, meaning 
% of the atoms decay (in this case 
beta-decay to Nitrogen-14) every 
5,730 years. It was noted by the RATE 
group that the detectable presence of 
Carbon-14 in any sample indicates 
that its age is less (possibly much less) 
than approximately 100,000 years; 
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otherwise, the Carbon-14 would 
have decayed below detectable levels 
(DeYoung, 2005, p. 175; NOTE: 
RATE [Radioisotopes and the Age 
of the Earth] refers to an eight year 
research project conducted by the 
Institute for Creation Research). 
The presence of Carbon-14 in coal 
and diamonds strongly contradicts 
evolutionary theory, which claims 
that both coal and diamonds formed 
millions of years ago. The “problem’ 
(from an evolutionist’s standpoint) 
of Carbon-14 in coal has also been 
reported by Lowe (1989, 31:117-120), 
Giem (2001, 51:6-30), and others. 
Additional information related to 
Carbon-14 dating and anomalies is 
given in Batten, 2002. 

Attempts to resolve the contradiction 
between measured Carbon-14 con- 
centration and assumed age include 
postulating potential contamination 
of samples, errors with the equipment 
used to detect Carbon-14, and in-situ 
production of Carbon-14 from the 
decay of uranium or thorium mixed 
with the sample. Contamination and 
equipment error have been ruled out, 
and current decay rates are orders of 
magnitude lower than those required 
to make in-situ production a viable 
explanation (Jull, 1985, 20:676). 
However, if radioactive decay rates 
were greatly accelerated (by a factor 
ofa billion or more) during Creation 
week or the Flood, then additional 
investigation could be warranted 
to determine if in-situ production 
of Carbon-14 could be a potential 
explanation for at least some of the 
Carbon-14 in coal and diamonds. 

Other observations made by the 
RATE group are also consistent with 
periods of greatly accelerated radio- 
active decay during Creation week 
or the Flood. One of the findings of 
the RATE group was excess helium 
retention in zircons. This finding 
indicates that based on measured 
helium diffusion rates, the observed 
radioactive decay in zircons must 
have occurred within the past several 


> 


thousand years. If it had taken lon- 
ger, the helium generated via alpha 
decay would have diffused out of 
the zircons. The group’s observation 
is that significant radioactive decay 
has occurred, and it has occurred 
recently (DeYoung, p. 176). 

An additional finding of the RATE 
group is that ages estimated using 
parent isotopes that undergo beta 
decay tend to be significantly dif 
ferent (younger) than ages estimated 
using parent isotopes that undergo 
alpha decay. This could suggest that 
whatever mechanism God used to 
change decay rates during Creation 
week and around the time of the 
Flood had a different effect on alpha 
emitters than it did on beta emit- 
ters (DeYoung, p. 121). The RATE 
group has also performed research 
related to radiohalos, fission tracks 
in zircons, and potential mecha- 
nisms for alleviating issues (such as 
high heating rates) introduced by 
accelerated radioactive decay (pp. 
174-183). Among other implications, 
the observations of the RATE group 
indicate that assumptions used in 
radiometric dating may be false, and 
that ages estimated through use of 
radiometric dating may be incorrect 
by several orders of magnitude. 

In addition to recent research per- 
formed by both Christian and secular 
scientists alike, other lines of evidence 
have been known for years that are 
consistent with a relatively recent 
Creation (Humphreys, 2000). These 
include the rate at which galaxies 

“wind up” (too fast for long ages), the 
amount of mud on the seafloor (too 
little), the amount of sodium in the 
sea (too little), the rate at which the 
Earth’s magnetic field is decaying 
(too fast), the number of stone age 
skeletons (too few), the develop- 
ment of agriculture (too recent), and 
numerous others. Biblically based 
theories also exist for interpreting 
what we observe in the Universe, 
given a relatively recent Creation 


(e.g., Humphreys, 1994; Thompson, 
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2004; Faulkner, 2013). Other bibli- 
cally consistent interpretations have 
also been proposed (Williams and 
Hartnett, 2005, p. 180). 


ASSUMPTIONS RELATED TO THE 
ORIGIN OF THE UNIVERSE 


SSUMPTIONS related to “age” 

are not limited to radiometric 
dating methods. Perhaps some of 
the most egregious assumptions are 
associated with the “Big Bang” theory, 
the current attempt to develop an 
atheistic explanation for the origin 
of the Universe. 

Serious contradictions between the 
predictions of the Big Bang theory 
and actual astronomical observations 
have been known for decades. By the 
mid-1970s, the evidence against the 
theory had become so overwhelming 
that “explanations” were required. 

“Dark matter” and “dark energy” 
were contrived, and initially said to 
make up 50% of the Universe. That 
number has since grown and, at pres- 
ent, a total of 96% of the Universe 
needs to be made of dark matter and 
dark energy in order to preserve the 
Big Bang theory. 

Christians and non-Christians 
alike readily acknowledge that dark 
matter and dark energy are merely 
hypothetical entities that, by defini- 
tion, cannot be directly observed. For 
example, former NASA administrator 
Mike Griffin once asked the value 
of “discovering that literally 95% 
of the Universe consists of dark 
energy or dark matter, terms for 
things that we as yet know noth- 
ing about? But they make up 95% 
of our Universe” (Griffin, 2007). 
He went on to write that someday 
we may learn to harness these “new 
things.” When asked about dark 
energy, physicist Michael Turner of 
the University of Chicago quipped: 

“The only thing we know about dark 
energy is its name” (Griffin, 2007). 

While dark matter and dark energy 
have been given specific properties, 
those properties were specifically 


chosen to help resolve serious prob- 
lems with the Big Bang. Additionally, 
dark matter and dark energy can be 

distributed throughout the Universe 

in any fashion desired. When observa- 
tions are still contradicted, concepts 

such as “dark flow” and “dark light” 
can be invoked. Other contradic- 
tions are resolved by concepts such 

as “inflation,” which in themselves 

are merely conjectures aimed at 

resolving other serious problems 

with the Big Bang. 

With this approach, any set of data 
can be claimed to support any theory 
desired. All that is required is the judi- 
cious use of “fudge factors.” Consider 
this mathematical analogy: one could 
predecide that 100 must be the 
answer to the question, “what does 
X + Y equal?” Values for “X” could 
then be sought, and no matter what 
values for “X” were found, a value for 

“Y” could be chosen to obtain the 
desired answer. In the analogy, “X” 
is actual astronomical observations, 

“100” would be the desired answer 
(support for the Big Bang theory), 
and “Y” is the fudge factors (dark 
matter, dark energy, inflation, etc.) 
needed to make the equation true. 
The actual astronomical observations 
(“X”) become somewhat irrelevant, 
because no matter what data is taken, 

“Y” (the fudge factors) can be chosen 
to claim the observations support 
the Big Bang theory. 

Circular reasoning is then invoked 
to pretend the approach is valid. For 
example, in the case of the Big Bang 
theory, maps showing the location 
of dark matter have been developed. 
In reality, all these maps show is 
the specific ways dark matter must 
be invoked to avoid contradictions 
between actual observations and the 
Big Bang theory. 

Christians are not the only ones 
who have noticed the non-scientific 
nature of the Big Bang theory. For 
example, in the May 22, 2004 issue 
of New Scientist, an open letter to 
the scientific community appeared 


written primarily by secular scientists 
(cosmologystatement.org). The letter 
was subsequently signed by hundreds 
of other scientists and professors at 
various institutions. Two representa- 
tive paragraphs from the letter are 
as follows. 
The big bang today relies on a grow- 
ing number of hypothetical entities, 
things that we have never observed— 
inflation, dark matter and dark 
energy are the most prominent 
examples. Without them, there 
would be a fatal contradiction 
between the observations made by 
astronomers and the predictions of 
the big bang theory. In no other field 
of physics would this continual 
recourse to new hypothetical 
objects be accepted as a way of 
bridging the gap between theory 
and observation. It would, at the 
least, raise serious questions about 
the validity of the underlying theory. 
What is more, the big bang theory 
can boast of no quantitative pre- 
dictions that have subsequently 
been validated by observation. The 
successes claimed by the theory’s 
supporters consist of its ability 
to retrospectively fit observations 
with a steadily increasing array of 
adjustable parameters, just as the 
old Earth-centered cosmology of 
Ptolemy needed layer upon layer 
of epicycles (Lisle, 2008, p. 103, 
emp. added). 
Although the signers of the letter 
were not necessarily endorsing bibli- 
cally based theories, unlike atheistic 
theories, biblically based theories 
are very consistent with astronomi- 
cal observations (Faulkner, 2013; 
Humphreys, 1994). 


ADHERENCE T0 FAULTY ASSUMPTIONS 
HINDERS TRUE SCIENCE 


if ees spiritual dam- 
age is done by the promotion 
of atheism through the pretense of 
atheistic theories being scientific. 
Ironically, though, the strict adher- 
ence to atheistic theories (regardless 
of countering evidence) also does 
tremendous damage to the advance- 
ment of science. 
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For example, for a secular theory of 
cosmology to be considered, it must 
adhere to atheistic (and non-scien- 
tific) tenets such as the “Copernican 
Principle,” which essentially states that 
Earth cannot be ata special location 
within the Universe. That principle 
drives not only fundamental assump- 
tions behind the Big Bang theory, 
but the means by which alternative 
theories can be seriously pursued. 


Consider the August 2009 paper 
published in the Proceedings of the 
National Academies of Science and 
quoted in the popular press, including 
USA Today (Vergano, 2009): 


Mathematicians have come up with 
an answer Monday for the mystery 
of “dark energy” tearing the uni- 
verse apart at an accelerating rate. 
It ain't there. Blake Temple and Joel 
Smoller suggest that “expanding 
waves” from the Big Bang “are propel- 
ling the trillions of galaxies filling 
the universe apart.... Dark energy 
is an illusion if their equations are 
right.” However, “the only problem 
is that for the equations to work, we 
must be ‘literally at the center of the 
universe’...” says physicist Lawrence 
Krauss of Arizona State University 
in Tempe. I think this is plausible 
mathematics, but it doesn’t seem 
physically relevant. 


Science News publicized an analogous 
article from Physical Review Letters 
in 2008, stating: 


If Earth and its environs are centered 
in a vast, billion-light-year-long 
bubble, relatively free of matter, in 
turn surrounded by a massive, dense 
shell of material, then gravity’s tug 
would cause galaxies inside the void 
to hurtle toward the spherical concen- 
tration of mass, say theorists Robert 
Caldwell of Dartmouth College 
and Albert Stebbins of the Fermi 
National Accelerator Laboratory 
in Batavia, II]. That process would 
mimic the action of dark energy—a 
local observer would be tricked into 
thinking that the universe’s expan- 
sion is accelerating (Cowen, 2008). 


The article further notes: “But that 
scenario violates the Copernican 
principle, a notion near and dear 
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to the hearts of physicists and cos- 
mologists, including Caldwell and 
Stebbins” (Cowen, 2008). 

Both models eliminate the need for 
“Dark Energy,” the fudge factor that 
accounts for 73% of the Universe 
according to the traditional Big Bang 
theory. However, neither model has 
been seriously pursued because both 
violate the arbitrary assumption 
that the Earth cannot be in a spe- 
cial location (i.e., the “Copernican 
principle”). Many cosmologists feel 
a special location would imply the 
existence of God. 

But what if the Earth is in a spe- 
cial location? The secular models 
described in the Proceedings of the 
National Academies of Science and 
Physical Review Letters actually cor- 
respond quite well with the bibli- 
cally consistent models proposed by 
Russ Humphreys and others, espe- 
cially when the potential effects of 
gravitational time dilation are taken 
into account (Humphreys, 1994; 
Thompson, 2004). These models 
explain how stars that are billions of 
light years distant can be seen from 
an Earth that is less than 10,000 years 
old, all based on a straightforward 
reading of the Bible. 

The assumption that radioactive 
decay rates have always been constant 
may also be hindering scientific 
progress. For example, scientists have 
discovered that changes in radioac- 
tive decay rates can be induced. The 
June 8, 2009 CERN Courier noted: 

It isa common belief that radioactive 
decay rates are unchanged by external 
conditions, despite many examples 
of small shifts (particularly involy- 
ing external pressure and K-capture 
decays) being well documented 
and understood. However, Fabio 
Cardone of the Institute per lo Studio 
dei Materiali Nanostrutturati in 
Rome and colleagues have shown 
a dramatic increase—by a factor 
of 10,000—in the decay rate of 
thorium-228 in water as a result 
of ultrasonic cavitation. Exactly 
what the physics is and whether or 


not this sort of effect can be scaled 
up into a technology for nuclear 
waste treatment remain open issues 
(Reucroft and Swain, 2009). 

Recent observations also suggest 
that radioactive decay rates (typically 
assumed to be constant) can change 
due to causes that are not yet fully 
understood. For example, in August 
2010, a team of scientists from Purdue 
and Stanford universities announced 
that the decay of radioactive isotopes 
fluctuates in sync with the rotation of 
the Sun’s core. The team has published 
a series of articles in Astroparticle 
Physics, Nuclear Instruments and 
Methods in Physics Research, and 
Space Science Reviews. Although the 
measured change in decay rate is small 
(~0.1%), the fact that change occurs 
at all is extremely significant. Team 
member Jere Jenkins noted: “[W]hat 
we're suggesting is that something 
that can’t interact with anything is 
changing something that can’t be 
changed” (Gardner, 2010). 

When considering the effects of 
assumptions on the estimated age of 
the Earth and Universe, it can also 
be instructive to look at the effects of 
assumptions in other areas related to 
the debate between atheism and the 
Bible. For example, in 2009 Richard 
Dawkins wrote: “What pseudogenes 
are useful for is embarrassing creation- 
ists. It stretches even their creative 
ingenuity to make up a reason why 
an intelligent designer should have 
created a pseudogene...unless he 
was deliberately setting out to fool 
us” (Dawkins, 2009, p. 332). What 
if scientists had believed Dawkins, 
and had given up researching “pseu- 
dogenes” because those scientists 
decided to assume pseudogenes were 
simply useless evolutionary leftovers? 
Fortunately most scientists did not, 
and by 2012 extensive evidence had 
been uncovered that pseudogenes 
have functions related to encoding 
proteins and gene expression. There 
is also sequence conservation in 
pseudogenes. In 2012, the ongoing 
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ENCODE project (which includes 
32 laboratories from around the 
world) simultaneously published 
30 scientific papers detailing new 
discoveries. Among their conclusions 
were that “vast parts of the human 
genome thought to be ‘junk DNA’ 
are really filled with millions of cel- 
lular ‘switches’ helping choreograph 
the roles genes play in human life 
and disease,” and that nearly all 
DNA “has some function in cel- 
lular creation and growth” (Roop, 
2012). With advancements in true 
science, the evolutionist’s argument 
for assuming “junk DNA” is rapidly 
fading away, much as their assump- 
tion of “vestigial organs” did in the 
late 20" century. 

Biblically consistent assumptions 
have been shown superior in other 
areas as well. Models based on those 
assumptions have successfully pre- 
dicted the strength and behavior of 
planetary magnetic fields, where secu- 
lar models have failed (Humphreys, 
1984). Models that take into account 
effects from the global Flood are not 
only consistent with the geologic 
record, but do an excellent job predict- 
ing the observed extent and effects 
of the ice age including the ice sheets 
that remain today (Oard, 2005). The 
biblical claim that all humans are 
descendants of one man and one 
woman, and that “He made from 
one man every nation of mankind 
to live on all the face of the earth” 
(Acts 17:26, NASB) is fully supported 
by modern genetics (Purdom, 2014). 
The argument that “science” somehow 
supports racism (directly or indirectly 
made by Darwin, Haeckl, Hitler, et 
al.) has been thoroughly rebuffed 
(Houts, 2007). 


CONCLUSION 
L is difficult to imagine how the 


Bible could make it any clearer 
that God created the Universe in 
six literal days a few thousand years 
ago. While apparently well meaning 
attempts have been made to devise 


compromise positions, the techni- 
cal and theological problems with 
these attempts are well documented 
in the literature (e.g., Lyons, 2014; 
Thompson, 2000; Sarfati, 2004; 
Miller, 2012; Mortenson, 2005). 

First Peter 3:14-15 states: “But even 
if you should suffer for the sake of 
righteousness, you are blessed. And 
do not fear their intimidation, and 
do not be troubled, but sanctify 
Christ as Lord in your hearts, always 
being ready to make a defense to 
everyone who asks you to give an 
account for the hope that is in you, 
yet with gentleness and reverence” 
(NASB, emp. added). Christians 
must not allow themselves to be 
intimidated by contemporary human 
wisdom. While on the surface that 

“wisdom” can appear convincing, 
closer examination has always sup- 
ported the Bible. 

The Bible also warns us not to distort 
Scripture in order to accommo- 
date contemporary human wisdom. 
Second Peter 3:16 states: “as also 
in all his letters, speaking in them 
of these things, in which are some 
things hard to understand, which 
the untaught and unstable distort, as 
they do also the rest of the Scriptures, 
to their own destruction” (NASB). 

For some it can be hard to under- 
stand how the Earth can be a few 
thousand years old when they have 
been told “science” says it is a few 
billion years old. Individuals in that 
situation must resist the temptation 
to distort Scripture in order to pre- 
tend the Bible is consistent with that 
prevailing worldview. Although the 
distortion may be done with the best 
of intentions, its end can be disastrous. 
Proverbs 14:12 tells us: “There is a 
way which seems right toa man, but 
its end is the way of death.” 

Throughout history, Christianity 
has been attacked in a variety of ways. 
While the attack based on “age” is 
currently en vogue, it is becoming 
easier to rebut given advances in true 
science. Romans 3:4 remains as true 


today as it was in the first century: 

“[L]let God be found true, though 
every man be found a liar, as it is 
written, ‘that you may be justified 
in your words, and prevail when you 
are judged” (NASB). 
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Dawkins CallsEvilGood 
| and Good Evil 


cc OE to those who call 
evil good and good 
evil; who put dark- 


ness for light and light for darkness; 
who put bitter for sweet and sweet 
for bitter” (Isaiah 5:20). Turning 
right and wrong upside down is a 
human habit that goes back thou- 
sands of years. Modern times are no 
different. Famous evolutionary biol- 
ogist and professor of Oxford Uni- 
versity, Richard Dawkins, recently 
showed his hand in a twitter con- 
versation that has gained media 
attention. The British Broadcast- 
ing Corporation, a public service 
broadcaster among many others in 
the United Kingdom, reported that 
a twitter user said to Dawkins, “I 
honestly don’t know what I would 
do if I were pregnant with a kid 
with Down’s Syndrome. Real eth- 
ical dilemma.” Dawkins replied, 
“Abort it and try again. It would 
be immoral to bring it into the 
world if you have the choice” (emp. 
added). He said: “These are fetuses, 
diagnosed before they have human 
feelings.” After coming under some 
fire for his comments, he defended 
himself by saying, “I do not for one 
moment apologise for approach- 
ing moral philosophic questions 
in a logical way. There’s a place for 


MARCH 2015 R&R 35(3):34 


Jeff Miller, Ph.D. 


emotion & this isn’t it” (as quoted 
in Hawkins, 2014). 

It is a scary thing to admit that 
he is right, from a naturalistic per- 
spective—the worldview that he 
holds. His thinking is a logical 
outgrowth of naturalism. If nat- 
uralism is correct, we are the end 
result of evolution, where the ulti- 
mate law of the Universe is “sur- 
vival of the fittest”: might makes 
right; the strong survive. If natu- 
ralism is correct, it would make 
sense that one should do what- 
ever is necessary to encourage the 
survival of the species, including 
helping nature eliminate the unfit 
(cf. Lyons, 2008). Why would one 
spend time, energy, and resources 
helping someone who is a signifi- 
cant “drain” on society? Why would 
one try to keep those around that 
are loaded with harmful muta- 
tions, syndromes, and disorders? 
From a naturalistic perspective, 
such behavior would be fighting 
against progress and evolution. It 
would be “immoral.” 

The day after the public back- 
lash from his comments, Dawkins 
attempted to calm the furor he 
generated by further clarifying his 
thinking on his Web site. He said, 


For what it’s worth, my own 

choice would be to abort the 

Down fetus and, assuming you 

want a baby at all, try again. Given 

a free choice of having an early 
abortion or deliberately bring- 
inga Down child into the world, 
I think the moral and sensible 

choice would be to abort.... I per- 
sonally would go further and say 
that, if your morality is based, as 

mine is, on a desire to increase 

the sum of happiness and reduce 

suffering, the decision to deliber- 
ately give birth to a Down baby, 
when you have the choice to abort 
it early in the pregnancy, might 

actually be immoral from the 

point of view of the child’s own 

welfare.... In any case, you would 

probably be condemning your- 
self as a mother (or yourselves 

as a couple) to a lifetime of car- 
ing for an adult with the needs 

ofa child.... [W]hat I was saying 
simply follows logically from the 

ordinary pro-choice stance that 
most of us, I presume, espouse 

(2014, emp. added). 

What a selfish and scary society in 
which to live—reminiscent of Nazi 
Germany. Imagine being deemed 
unfit because of the effort others 
must exert to help you. Imagine 
being deemed “unfit” because of 
your ailments or aches and pains, 
your age, your race, your financial 
situation, your I.Q., your level 
of education, your psychological 
state, or worse, your beliefs. Who 
would have the right to be the fit- 
ness police? Who would be deemed 
the fitness judge? Dawkins? How is 
he qualified to deem what is moral 
and what isn’t, considering the 
fact that there is no such thing as 
“immorality” if naturalism is true 
(cf. Lyons, 2011)? [NOTE: See 
Butt, 2008 for a thorough discus- 


sion of other disconcerting impli- 
cations of naturalism. | 

If naturalists had their way in 
determining laws based on their 
standards of morality, progress 
would be hampered. As our grow- 
ing understanding of genetics allows 
us to anticipate disorders that will 
likely arise in an individual, people 
that would even be deemed valuable 
by naturalists in the future if they 
were allowed to live would inevita- 
bly be wiped out. Famous atheist, 
theoretical physicist and cosmol- 
ogist of Cambridge University, 
Stephen Hawking, was diagnosed, 
decades ago, with Amyotrophic 
Lateral Sclerosis (ALS, or Lou Geh- 
rig’s Disease), is permanently in a 
wheelchair, must communicate 
through a computer system oper- 
ated by his cheek, and must “have 
around-the-clock care” (Harmon, 
2012). Ironically, he would have 
likely been killed off long before 
he became the famous naturalis- 
tic thinker and influence that he 
is now. Truly, the fact that people 
with such conditions have proven 
themselves to be of benefit to soci- 
ety is a strong argument against 
abortion of the “unfit.” 

Eerily, the United States might not 
be as far from a society in which 
Dawkins’ thinking has free reign 
as we might think. According toa 
2012 Gallup poll, 15% of Ameri- 
cans believe we owe our origins to 
naturalistic evolution (Newport). 
That figure translates to about one 
in every seven Americans who you 
meet on the street being naturalists. 
If those individuals follow out the 
logic of their worldview, they will 
be forced to think the same way 


Dawkins does about the “unfit.” 


This implication of the naturalis- 
tic mindset and the millions that 
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are affirming naturalism highlights 
the paramount need for Christians 
to be prepared to defend the truth 
from the dangerous doctrine of nat- 
uralism. “Woe to those who call 
evil good and good evil.” [NOTE: 
See Miller, 2013 for a scientific ref- 
utation of naturalism. ] 
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New Digger Doug Episodes (19 & 20) 


Since 2006, Apolo- 
getics Press has been 
pleased to present a 
Christian television 
program that we think 
rivals any secular chil- 
dren’s TV show. Here 
is a program that offers 
to young minds critical 
content on God as the 
Creator. With so much 


electronic media com- 


ing at children these days, a kid’s program that 
directs their attention to spiritual concerns is 
invaluable. 

Digger Doug’s Underground is A.P.’s children’s 
program based on the characters from our pop- 
ular children’s publication Discovery Magazine. 
Those characters come to life on Digger Doug's 
Underground, teaching basic principles of Cre- 
ation and the reality of God as the Creator. What 
child would not be fascinated by Digger Doug (a 
talking mole), Iguana Don (a precocious dinosaur), 
Sing-a-Long Sycamore (a singing tree), Professor 


Whitecoat, Geologist George, and several other 
interesting characters? Together they explore basic 
Bible teachings about God, His Word, and His 
amazing creation. 

Like sponges, children inevitably “soak up” those 
influences to which they are exposed. How fun- 
damentally critical for parents and grandpar- 
ents to provide resources to shape and nurture 
their children and grandchildren in the direc- 
tion of God and His Word. Even as Moses warned 
the Israelites, “teach them to your children and 
your grandchildren” (Deuteronomy 4:9), so Paul 
admonished Christian parents to “bring them 
up in the training and admonition of the Lord” 
(Ephesians 6:4). 

The latest offerings of this program are titled 


“Life in the Making” (Episode 19) and “A Moun- 


tain of Knowledge” (Episode 20). Approximate 
run time is 52 minutes. Order your copy today 
from our Web site or by calling our 800 number. 
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